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REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

Claims 2,3,5,6, 7,19,20 and 21 now appear in this application. 
Claims 19 and 21 are Independent Claims with Claim 20 being 
dependent upon Claim 19; and Claims 2,3,5,6 and 7 being dependent 
upon Claim 21. Claims 1,4, and 8 to 18 have been cancelled. 
Independent Claims 19 and 21 and dependent Claims 5,6 and 7 have 
been amended. The number of claims appearing in the application is 
less than the number originally filed; and the application now 
includes only two independent claims. Consequently, no additional 
fees are necessary in view of the amendments made to this 
application. 

The amendments to the specification and claims have been made 
to provide correlation in the terminology between the claims and 
specification, and to correct the matters discussed by the Examiner 
under the claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the amendments which have been made to 
the specification and the claims, as set forth above, now overcome 
the objections to the specification as lacking antecedent basis for 
some of the terminology in the claims, and overcome the basis for 
the various rejections of some of the claims under 35 U.S.C. §112. 
Consequently, applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
objection to the specification, and withdrawal of the rejection of 
Claims under 35 U.S.C. §112. 
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Claims 2,3 and 21 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) 
as being anticipated by the newly cited patent to Liao No. 
6,192,773. In the discussion, Claims 13,14,19 and 20 also are 
mentioned; although these claims are not specifically identified as 
being rejected under Liao. Since Claims 13 and 14 have been 
cancelled, all matters concerning these claims are moot. Claim 19 
and dependent Claim 20 will be considered, for the purposes of this 
response, and in order to make the response complete, as being 
included under the rejection along with the specifically mentioned 
Claims 2,3 and 21. 

Claims 3,5 and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as 
anticipated by the newly cited patent to Cohen No. 2,545,843. 
Claims 3,5,6,7 and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as 
anticipated by the newly cited patent to Thompson No. 4,090,264. 

Finally, Claims 13 to 15 and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§102 (b) as anticipated by the previously cited patent to Nelson No. 
2,943,622. Since all . of these claims have been cancelled, this 
ground of rejection of these claims is considered moot; and no 
further discussion of Claims 13 to 16 and 17 will made here. 

With respect to the other rejections, all under 35 U.S.C. 
§102 (b) of various claims as anticipated by Liao, Cohen and 
Thompson, applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of these grounds of rejection for the reasons given 
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below: 

Since Liao, Cohen and Thompson all are newly cited, a brief 
description of the disclosures of these patents is considered 
helpful to an understanding of the relationship of these three 
cited patents to the claims now appearing in the application. 

The Liao patent is directed to an adjustment mechanism for 
securing the handle bar of a bicycle in various positions. Liao 
does not disclose a pawl and ratchet mechanism. Figure 6 is 
considered to be the figure which most clearly shows the mechanism 
of Liao. A pair of pivoting gear-like members 203/205 and 511/517 
are mounted in opposite ends of an elongated portion called "a 
lateral member" 401. Also mounted in the member 401 is a toothed 
clamp locking member 402, a spring 403, and a bolt 419 passes 
through the member 401 and the locking member 402 to the spring. 
When the bolt is loosened, the locking member 402 is moved out of 
engagement with the tooth 205 and 517; so that the parts 513/517 
and 203/205 can be freely rotated in either direction to a limited 
extent. When the handle bar is adjusted to the desired position, 
the bolt 419 is tightened, compressing the spring 403 and drawing 
the teeth on the locking member 402 into engagement with the teeth 
205 and the teeth 517, squeezing the locking member 402 and the 
members 203/205 and 511/517 into tight engagement between the 
locking member 402 and the inside of the lateral member 401. Once 
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the bolt 419 is tightened, everything is locked into position and 
cannot move in either direction . There is no disclosure or 
suggestion of a pawl and ratchet mechanism to prevent movement of 
a ratchet member in one of two directions while allowing movement 
of the ratchet member in another of two directions. 

The Cohen patent No. 2,545,843 is directed to a hinged joint 
for a leg brace. The mechanism of Cohen is quite similar in its 
operation and function to that of the Liao patent discussed above. 
Cohen uses a spring to bias two parts of the joint away from one 
another to permit rotation of the two parts. The two parts include 
what are called "corrugated portions" facing one another; and when 
these parts are spaced apart, the hinge joint can freely move in 
either direction. A locking pin is provided to draw the two 
corrugated parts into engagement with one another against the force 
of the spring to lock the two parts of the leg brace firmly 
together against rotation in either direction ; so that the leg 
brace is locked in a straight line, for example, when the wearer is 
standing. When the wearer assumes a sitting position and desires 
to bend the leg, the locking lever 33 is released to disengage the 
corrugations 21 and 27 from one another, and thereby allow the leg 
brace to pivot. There is no pawl and ratchet mechanism in this 
device. When the device is locked against the action of the 
spring, rotation in either direction is prevented. Cohen is fully 
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locked or fully released, depending upon the position of the 
locking lever mechanism. 

The patent to Thompson No. 4,090,264 is directed to a 
relatively complex pawl and ratchet mechanism for a leg prosthesis. 
The device is designed for repeated locking and unlocking action, 
as the wearer of the device undergoes a walking motion. A gear 
drive assembly is connected between upper and lower support members 
to provide a synchronous rotation between these members . A pivotal 
pawl member cooperates with a ratchet wheel and a gear drive 
assembly to form a lock between these when weight is applied to the 
prosthesis overcoming the action of the spring which normally 
separates the pawl from the ratchet. When weight is applied, the 
pawl (actually a pair of pawls) firmly lock the joint against 
rotation in either direction, so long is pressure is applied. 
Reference to this locking action is provided in Column 5, Lines 42 
to 43 and Column 8, Lines 51 to 55, for example. The mechanism of 
this patent is directed to a quick release mechanism for relatively 
rapid and sequential unlocking and locking of the device on a 
repeated basis. This patent is not directed to a structure where 
the pawl member is responsive to pressure overcoming a spring bias 
to engage the ratchet more tightly as the pressure is increased to 
prevent movement of the ratchet member in one of two directions 
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while allowing movement of the ratchet in the other of two 
directions . 

Thompson, like Liao and Cohen, is either locked against 
operation in either direction, or released for relative rotation. 
When the device is locked, no rotation in either direction takes 
place. This is necessary because of the nature of a leg 

prosthesis, which must attain rigidity against rotation when the 
user is walking or standing on the device. 

The rejection of Claims 13, and Claims dependent upon this 
claim, is considered moot since those claims have been cancelled 
from the application. All of the remaining claims in this 
application have been rejected as anticipated under one or more of 
the patents to Liao, Cohen and Thompson as discussed above. 

In contrast to the operation of the devices of Liao, Cohen and 
Thompson, the device which is claimed in the two independent claims 
of this application, namely apparatus Claim 21 and method Claim 19, 
is significantly and patentably different. For example, the method 
which is claimed in Claim 19 recites that the method includes 
mounting a ratchet member on the base for movement in two opposite 
directions and mounting a pawl member on the base adjacent the 
ratchet member. Claim 19 then recites biasing the pawl member out 
of engagement with the ratchet member and applying increasing 
pressure to the pawl member, overcoming the biasing to cause the 
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pawl member to engage the ratchet member with a force directly- 
corresponding to the increasing pressure to limit movement thereof 
to one of only two opposite directions. Applicant respectfully 
submits that none of Liao, Cohen or Thompson operate by applying 
increasing pressure to a pawl member to engage a ratchet member 
with a force directly corresponding to increasing pressure, and to 
limit movement of the ratchet member to one only of two opposite 
directions. All three of these patents lock the mechanisms shown 
against rotation in either direction when pressure is applied to 
engage the various parts . 

Claim 21 recites a mechanism whereby the claimed pawl member 
is responsive to pressure overcoming the bias of the spring to 
engage the ratchet member more tightly as the pressure is increased 
to prevent movement of the ratchet member in one of two directions, 
while allowing movement of the ratchet member in the other of two 
directions. Once again, each of the three cited references firmly 
lock their mechanisms together against rotation in either direction 
when pressure is applied to tighten the mechanism. In each of the 
three cited references, locking of the different parts against 
rotation firmly locks the parts together against rotation in any 
direction. As mentioned previously, Liao and Cohen also are not 
even directed to pawl and ratchet mechanisms. 

All of the other remaining claims in this application, as 
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indicated above, are dependent, either directly or through one 
another, upon one or the other of these two independent claims. 
Consequently, all of the dependent claims include the same elements 
and limitations discussed above in conjunction with independent 
Claims 19 and 21. 

All of the claims now appearing in this application have been 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as anticipated by one or more of 
the patents to Liao, Cohen and Thompson. Based on the foregoing 
discussion of the differences between the claimed subject matter 
and the devices of these three patents, applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this ground of rejection 
as applied to the claims now appearing in the application. 

Applicant respectfully submits that for a claim to be rejected 
for a lack of novelty under §102 (b) , the references must disclose 
every limitation recited in the rejected claim (or claims) . As 
stated in MPEP §2131: " A claim is anticipated only if each and 
every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly 
or inherently described in a single prior art reference." 

Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F2nd 628, 
631, 2 USPQ 2 nd 1051, 1053 (Fed. Circ . 1987) states: "The identical 
invention must be shown in as complete detail as contained in the 
. . . claim. " 

Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F2nd 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ 2 nd 
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1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989) states: "The elements must be arranged 
as required by the claim. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection under 35 
U.S.C.§102 (b) of all of .the claims of this application as currently 
amended, as anticipated by any of the patents- to Liao, Cohen or 
Thompson is improper. As noted above, Liao and Cohen are not even 
directed, to pawl and ratchet .mechanisms. In addition, Thompson,, 
while it is directed to a complex ratchet gear including an 
associated spur gear, does not operate ' in the manner specifically 
recited in both Claims 19 and 21 as discussed above. 

.Since not all of the elements. which are present in Claims 19 
and 21 are present in any of the three cited references, to Liao, 
Cohen and Thompson, the rejection of all of the claims of this 
application under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) is unsupported and should be 
withdrawn from the claims now appearing in the application. 
Further, applicant submits that since there is no support for the 
sole rejection of any of the independent claims 19 and 21, there 
also is no support for the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) of any 
of the dependent claims. As a consequence, no additional 
discussion of the features of the dependent claims is considered 
necessary here. 

The only rejection of any of the claims of this application is 
one of anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) by one or more of the 
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United States patents to Liao No. 6,192,773; Cohen No, 2,545,843; 
or Thompson No. 4,090,264. Applicant respectfully submits that 
with respect to the claims now appearing in this application, not 
all of the elements of the various claims are disclosed by any of 
the Liao, Cohen or Thompson patents. Consequently, a rejection of 
the claims now appearing in this application as anticipated under 
35 U.S. C... §102 (b) clearly is unsupported. . . As a consequence, 
applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of the 
claims now appearing in this application, and respectfully requests 
allowance of these claims. A formal Notice of Allowance of all of 
the claims .now appearing in the application is respectfully, 
solicited. . . . •; ' •'. ■ • . .. .'• 

Applicant respectfully requests consideration of the foregoing 
amendments and arguments, particularly since all three of the 
patents which are discussed above are newly cited in this FINAL 
Office Action. Applicant has not previously had an opportunity to 
discuss the deficiencies of these patents. Therefore, careful 
reconsideration of applicant's above arguments and withdrawal of 
the rejections of the claims is respectfully requested. If for arty 
reason the Examiner does not consider this response to place this 
application in condition for allowance, the courtesy of a telephone 
interview to applicant's undersigned attorney at (480)419-9019 is 
respectfully requested. 
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